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1 . The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

2. Claim 23 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the 
enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described in the 
specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which 
it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. 

Claim 23 recites a "trunk vertical rod assembly", in addition to the "rear line tab" of 
claim 22. The specification does not disclose the use of these elements together. At page 14, it 
is disclosed that trunk rod is an alternative embodiment to be used in place of the rear line tab. It 
is unclear how these elements can be used together. 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing 
to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. 

In claim 4, line 2, it appears that "behind" should be - in front of — . This would be 
consistent with the terminology in claim 6, for example. 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C, 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 
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(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United 
States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an international application by another who 
has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of section 371(c) of this title before the invention 
thereof by the applicant for patent. 

The changes made to 35 U.S.C. 102(e) by the American Inventors Protection Act of 1999 
(AIPA) and the Intellectual Property and High Technology Technical Amendments Act of 2002 
do not apply when the reference is a U.S. patent resulting directly or indirectly from an 
international application filed before November 29, 2000. Therefore, the prior art date of the 
reference is determined under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) prior to the amendment by the AIPA (pre- AIPA 
35 U.S.C. 102(e)). 

6. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Karr. 

Karr teaches a system having the structure as claimed. The device includes a trailer rod 2, a stop 
(the bumper of the tow vehicle as depicted in fig. 1), a rear mirror tab 3, and a trunk vertical rod 
1 which is considered to be "attachable" to a truck lid. 

7. Claims 1, 4, 7, 8, 19, 20 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Kinnard. 

Kinnard teaches a system having the structure as claimed. The device includes a trailer 
rod 120, a stop (either the truck bumper, or the vertical section of the hitch that is in front of the 
hitch ball as depicted in fig. 1 A), a rear mirror tab (paragraph 43) and a rear line tab (paragraph 
43). The tab is considered to be "attachable" to the rear mirror adjustor switch. 
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8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 18, 21 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kinnard in view of Anderson. 

As set forth above, Kinnard teaches substantially all that is claimed, but does not teach 
that the trailer rod is telescoping and pivotal, or the use of a trunk rod. Anderson, however 
teaches a telescoping (para. 35) and pivotal trailer rod 32. It would have been obvious to modify 
Kinnard by making the trailer rod telescoping and pivotal, as taught by Anderson, to provide for 
adjustability to accommodate different sized vehicles. Anderson also teaches the use of a trunk 
rod 29. It would have been obvious to modify Kinnard, by including a trunk rod, as taught by 
Anderson, to provide an alignment device that is easily visible and is adaptable to various types 
of vehicles. 

10. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kinnard in view of 
Bohnet. 

As set forth above, Kinnard teaches substantially all that is claimed, but does not teach 
that the trailer rod is affixed to a center of a top surface of the trailer socket by a magnet. 
Bohnet, however, teaches a similar device having a trailer rod 27 which is attached to the socket 
by a magnet. It would have been obvious to modify Kinnard, by using a trailer rod having the 
structure taught by Bohnet, to provide a less complex device that can be easily installed and 
removed. 
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11. Claims 2, 1 1, 12 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
the combination of Kinnard and Bohnet as applied to claim 3 above, and further in view of 
DeShazer. 

As set forth above, the combination teaches substantially all that is claimed, but it is 
unclear how the rod 35 of Bohnet is attached to the sleeve 34. DeShazer, however, teaches a 
similar device having a common detachable pin 38. It would have been obvious to modify the 
combination, by mounted the rod to the sleeve using a detachable pin, as taught by DeShazer, 
since Bohnet is silent regarding the fastening means, and since pin taught by DeShazer would 
provide a common, inexpensive and secure fastening means. 

12. Claims 5, 6 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
combination of Kinnard, Bohnet and DeShazer as applied to claims 2, 1 1, 12 and 17 above, and 
further in view of Ricles. 

As set forth above, the combination teaches substantially all that is claimed, but does not 
teach the details of the stop. Ricles, however, teaches a stop having a triangular brace 32' . 
Regarding claim 13, element 32 of Ricles is considered comprise the stop. It would have been 
obvious to modify the combination, by including a stop having the structure taught by Ricles, to 
provide protection for the tow vehicle. 

13. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the combination 
of Kinnard, Bohnet and DeShazer as applied to claims 2, 1 1, 12 and 17 above, and further in 
view of Tusche. 

As set forth above, the combination teaches substantially all that is claimed, including the 
use of removable stickers (Kinnard) for the line tabs, but does not specifically disclose that they 
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are incorporated into a transparent sheet. Tusche, however discloses alignment tabs that are clear 
or transparent (col. 5, line 67). It would have been obvious to modify the combination by 
making the tabs transparent, as taught by Tusche, to minimize interference with the driver's 
vision (col. 6, lines 1 and 2). 

14. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the combination of 
Kinnard, Bohnet, DeShazer and Ricles as applied to claims 5, 6 and 13 above, and further in 
view of Law. 

As set forth above, the combination teaches substantially all that is claimed, but does not 
teach a suction cup on the rear tab. Law, however, teaches a similar device including a suction 
cup on rear tab 34. It would have been obvious to modify the combination by including a 
suction cup on the rear tab, as taught by Law, to provide a reusable fastener that is easily 
installed and removed. 

15. Claims 14, 15 and 16 are is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
the combination of Kinnard, Bohnet and DeShazer as applied to claims 2, 11, 12 and 17 above, 
and further in view of Potts. 

As set forth above, the combination teaches substantially all that is claimed, but does not 
teach the use of an L-shaped, or U-shaped attachment assembly. Potts, however, teaches a 
similar device including an attachment assembly that is both L-shaped and U-shaped. It would 
have been obvious to modify the combination by including such a bracket, as taught by Potts, to 
provide a sturdy attaching means that is easy to install and remove. Regarding claim 16, Official 
Notice is taken that it is notoriously old and well known to provide a threaded connection as a 
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mounting means for a rod. It would have been obvious to provide a threaded arrangement so that 
no special assembly steps, such as welding or crimping, are required. 

16. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. Leber and Sommerfeld disclose various devices having features in common with the 
instant invention. 

17. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Daniel G. DePumpo whose telephone number is 703 308-1 113. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Lesley Morris can be reached on 703 308 1113. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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